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ABSTRACT 

This booklet outlines procedures for evdlue.ting a 
school district's writing program that was designed to overcome th^ 
adverse educational and social effects of minority gioup isolation by 
improving the academic achievement of minority group students. The 
first section describes bo« the writing piiogram addressed three of 
the school district's priorities for students in kindergarten through 
grade five: (1) student achievement in language arts, <2) student 
achievement in social studies, and (3) minority student achievement 
in all hasic skills areas. The second section lists the methods 
proposed to evaluate the prograOr including commercially available 
tests, classroom observations, and teacher questionnaires. The third 
section discusses the two issues to be addressed by the evaluation; 
the dissemination of the instructional activities of the written 
composition program throughout the school district and the retention 
of certain asfects of teacher training in the program model. The 
remainder of the booklet provides a breakdown of the evaluation into 
specific skill areas and information on the dissemination schedule, 
information gourcesr data collectioHr and time allocation. <AEA) 
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n.Zi ilA 

PROGRAM SUMMARY 



The 1979*1980 Written Gostpottitioa Program is u Instructional project 
which is designed to ^'overcoma the edverse educational and social effects 
of minority group isolation by Inproring the academic ^chierciBent of 
minority students*" In addition, tha program is designed to address^ 
three of the District's priority areas: 1) student achie^eaent in the 
basic skills area of language arts, 2) student achievement in the baste 
skUls area of social studies* and 3) minority student schievment in all 
basic skills areas. 

The program, now in its third year, vas approved by the AISD Board of 
Trustees in August, 1979* For the first two years the program vas funded 
by the Federal govertnnent under the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) end 
vae known as the BSAA ?llot Program. This is the first year In which the 
program is completely funded by the District. 

The primary progrsm goals arc to improve writing skills (mechanics of writing 
as well as expression), and also, to determine whether such Improvement will 
Influence reading achievement. The educational treatment provides a 
variety of opportunities for students to learn and apply various writing 
skills. The evaluation of this program focuses on the relative effective- 
ness of this method of reading/writing instruction with minority students* 

The Instructional model consists of training teachers in methods designed 
to improve the teaching of grsnmar and written compoeltion, direct in- 
struction of students in the language erta and social studlea/s dance 
daaaes, and the AISD essential competencies In written composition and 
grammar. This offers a structured method of inetructlon In building 
sentancca and patterning language* The tanguage Experience Approach is 
also used to tsech grammar and writing* This approach, which is based on 
the existing language of the student, combines reading, writing, speaking, 
and listening skills in the instructional proceas. 

The prograui staff consists of a coordinator and a compensatory planner. 
The coordinator's responsibilities includa the overall administration of 
the program, staff development, curriculum development, and materials 
selection end acquisition. The compensatory planner, funded through 
state compensatory monies, assists in various aspects of the progran on 
a part-^ttme haala. 

Six elementary cempuses, eech with a population of 30% or mora minority 
students, ware selected to participate in the program* Approxidnately 900 
students CK-5) from the target schools will receive direct services from 
the classroom teachers participating in the progrm* The eix target schools 
ere Campbell, Norman, Oak Springs/Rosewood, ?scan Springs, Sims, and Hinn* 
One classroom per grade level per echool (e total of 36 classes) will be 
Involved in the project. Twelve classes from Brown snd Uaplewood schools 
will alao be iimilved aa the comparison clasees for the project. 
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EVALUATION SUMMARY 



The Written Compooltlon Program will be evaluated In two loajor areas. 

Information will be gethered on the extent to which the treatmjoits have 

been loplementedi with eaipheeie upon both problem areas and areas of success. 

Additional data will be gethered concerning the studeat effects from par- 
tlclpetlng In the progrem. 

Information regarding the progrem will be gathered from seven primary 
sources: 



1) The Aaeeasmtnt of Writing Skills Instrument will be used to measure 
gains for the yeer on e pretest-posttest basls» vlth a comparison 
between the prograa and comperlaon groups. 

2) Iowa Teats of Bealc Skills (Reeding* Vocabulary^ and Language. 
Skills subtests) scored will be used to measure gains and make 
comperlsons between the program and comparison groups. 

3) California Achievment Teats (Reading and Vocabulary subtests) 
ecores will be used to mceaure gelns and make comparisons 
between the progrem and conperlson groups. The CAT will serve 
es the pretest^ the ITBS will serve as the posttest. 

4) A time estimate vlll be uaed to determine the amount of time spent 
In written composition and language arts activities during a 
school week, 

5) Classroom observations will be used to assess the degree of 
program Implemmtetlon In the classroom. 

6) A teacher quaatlonnelre will be ueed to assess teachers* use of 
steff development ectlvitles and the materials and techniques 
specified In the program modal to evaluate the degree of program 
Implementetlon* 

7) The Boehffl Teat of basic Concepts will be used to assess gains for 
the yeer on e pre test-post test beels* with a comparison of 
progrem end conperlson groups at the kindergarten level. 

Comparison groupe will be eelected for comparative ai^alyses of Information 
from each of these sources. Gredes 1"5 of ell schools Involved will be 
used for the student data analyses^ because writing Is not required at the 
kindergarten level* 



ill A 

DECISION QUESTIONS ADDRESSED 



AecountAbllity Question 

Dl. Should the lastnictlonal activities of the written Composition 
Program be disseminated throughout the Austin Independent School 
District? 

Program Question 

D2» What aspects of teacher training in the program model (techniques 
and content) should be retained for"- future teacher training in 
this area? 
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DECISION QUESTIONS OVERVIEW 
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mm QUESTION 


DECISION 
IMTE 


DATE 
NEEDED 


RELEVANT EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS ft OBJECTIVES 


INFORMATION SOURCES 


DL Shduld i\\t lostnicttdul fictlfltlee 
of tk mim Cbi^dltlon Ffogras 
be dlBsalMtsd thr(HiEbou£ the 
AodClii loiiependeDt School District) 


Jul}, m 


Jitne 30, 1980 


Did the Urltteo Coi|oiltlen 
Frogru mt lU writing 
abjeetlvei !or 197M9fiQ} 
(Tha vritine BkiU ao^tfo' 
cUi af it liait £01 of t m 
imU of the Btudtnta in the 
p»frai group (grades 1-5} 
vUl hate Uftmi signifi- 
cantly.) 

Dl-I. Did tke Utlttio CoBposltlon 
Fngra net Ita Nsding 
scbimaeDt objectives for 
W7M9(lfl? (pKty percent af 
a }0i sample sf the ttudiDts 
Is pnftaa gtniip (gisdee 
2-S) Hill jeinHtrate a tli'- 
nlflcaflt locraase In reading 
ethlevtKfltO 

BIO, Here there el|nlflcad£ dlf- 
fertuea betveen the vrltleg 
skill cd^etihclee of etudenti 
In the pregrat ind estiparleoQ 
groBjiat 

DH. Did etudents Is tlie progtu 
group lipiovi their mdliig 
skllie elplElcently wre 
tlw did etudinte in the 
CApetlaoa group} 


AiiieiMnt of HEklng stdlla Inatrwnt 

Celltomla Jkdilevenent tests 
Iowa Tests pf Basic Skllli 

AsseeSKUt tt Hrltlng SUlls InstruMnt 

Caltfornla Achlevaent Teati 
Im Tests of ink MIU 
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DECISION QUESTIONS OVERVIEW 



SI 
t 

hi 



DicisioN tmm 



DEaSION 
DATE 



9^ 



E« futun t«seh« ttititlnt In ttds 



DATE 
NEEDED 



RELEVANT EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS & OBJECTIVES 



June 3D| l}aO 



^te theit sl|ntftcAii( ill' 
k«te«i In vrttlnt iltlHs 
GH^teiidei bittnin the 
irndatl dl teacberl «he hid 
heed In thi pngrii lot thiree 
yeaci ind tht ttudents of 
' tMChers vhd had be«i la the 
pngrsi kt one yeirt 

St-£. Dera the» algnlfltant ttif- 
Urences la nliki ikllla 
coi^tncln beiueen etulenta 
tdto had hten In the pngni 
for tsTf than oae yeai inl 
atudenta vho hid Hen in thi 
mim fof oae 'jml 

Dl-?. Md Ididergitten atudenta In 
&t fnim group deaontcrate 
an Incteaaa on the loahi 
ttgnifltintly ^va tiut of 
lEudenta In the co^iailiOA 
lioupt 

n-l DM through (Sen it 
iH thtnugh Dl-?* S« alovfe 
qseatloDiJ 

l^'fi. HeR the ptoEna udala 
li(UKnted1 



INFOBHATiON SOURCES 



Aiaeiatept of MtUi SklUe InattUKnt 



AaaeaaaHit tl Hritlog SldlU laatfliKBt 



Id^ taflt of Basic Caneapti 



Sue at Dl-1 thtsugh Dl-1 



tatchet QBaatlonhaln 
^sroot ObaenatltA 
Tiie tattute 
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DECISION QUESTIONS OVERVIEW 



DICISION QUESTION 



DECISION 
DATE 



DATE 
NEEDED 



heuwnt evaluation 
questions t objectives 



INFORMATION SOUSES 



Dl-9i Did ttidilM In the pfoirai 
group BpERj H» tiK mlnf 
the gpeclflc techaiqiKi inj 

Hdel M teflclKts la (be 

Ud ttichtrs fn the progriB 
group Bpepd 04ft tiffi 
vl^tiil vrltlng Imtmtlon 

or lugyigi than teichen 
In tbfl cwpflrisan greupl 

P2-IL DU progtu group dim 
nte ttie vrlltng 
durli^ socldl itdtea, attince 
or UipAgo irtfl thm coit^r^ 
im tm dUKB? 

0!-Ut Fid tucki In tht prograi 
group fed that thetr tralaloi 
ind flupsrvlfttoti, ind tdilflli- 
tratlvi support vtre AdefUAtet 

D2-13p tlhat A0p4cti of tlKlr fi^ 
pintlpQ for tlio progrei did 
teacbfirfi In the piDgm group 
te«I vfre HSt Uoat 
bttiflcUl ta thtti} 



Tiaehir (jueetlonnairt 
ClaBsroo« ObKnatioD^ 



Teacher questtoanalra 
Cliflirooi Qbqor^tlon 
TlBe Estltttt 



Teaclier (lueBttonnalri 
Cluflron DbservttlM 
TlH Eitlutt 



tutkt IMfitloonalri 



Teaclier QunClonoalro 
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DECISION QUESTIONS OVERVIEW 



DECISION QUESTION 


DECISION 
DATE 


DATE 
NEEDED 


RELEVANT EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS lOBJECTIVES 


INFORMATION SOURCES 








II2'U. Ubit ii cost-beoeftt 
ratio dI the proiiH grotip 
In t«B of iiterlali, stiff, 
ifA divtlopiHt mti 
Hlitlve to mim 
BcbleiieKnt?. 


Alj«8«K»t of VtliUi ^^^^ ^MtiiMnC 
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INFORMATION SOURCES 
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REFERENCED 
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ANALYSIS 
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REMARKS 
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1-5) lad copirlni lEuduti 
Id lelKtid cUtw It 
Bmm Hid dipliwni 


M W 

1-3 
1-6 




Uitribatlu ititlitki of 
gitn i»ni to dttitiiliw 
ftrofltigM o{ nudintii 
iMViQi fit' to poitteit 

fiiflii 

hfittd Hiiuni INtnri, 

iHlllll of fiDV»U0»t 

UitTlbutloB ttitliEtei ^ 
liQIiiibjpngTiicoiti 




I, ClUfKBli 4eblivtNnt 
liiti 


Sm II iboft, iKipt 
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Uitrlbutltio ititlitlc), 

Asiljili of GomliiiGi, 




h I«ttt Iftfti of Ink 

mu 








Sw II H, 




it IhIa Ust at lute 


FtpgiH itudMti (K-ltnl) 
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DATA TO BE COLLECTED IN THE SCHOOLS 



Septembtr» 1979 

Aprll-May» 1980 
April, 1979 

April, 1980 

Septtihbu, 1979 
and 

FebruEry, 1980 



A< Studtnts 

1- As ^yaament ifrttlng Skills : Administered 

prt attd post to all program claa'sti and 

aalected flomparisott dlaaaaa* 
2. Calif omla^chievemettt Taits : Admlnlatered 

to all elamantary studanta grades 1 to 3. 
3 * Iowa Teata of Basic Skllla ; Admlnla C ar ed 

to «li elemantary studanta grades 1 to 3< 
4. Boahm Tear of Saslc Congfl^ts : Administered 

pre- and post to all Tltla I kindargarten 

students. Spaclal posttaat on 

program Kr'claas at widn (program school)* . 

B< Teachars 



April, 1980 1. 
February-April » 1980 2. 
Aprils 1980 3., 



Teacher Ouastlotinaire i Adminlsterad to all 
program and comparison teachers. 
Claasroom Obaarvatlon : Ramdomly selected 
program and comparison classrooms. 
Ttma Eatlmata ; Kept during a t«ro^veek period 

by all program and comparison teachera. 
C. Other Records 



Throughout 
school year. 



1. Budget Information : 
Coordinator. 



Obtained from Program 
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